This research examines how intergroup contact experiences-including both their frequency and their qualities (friendly, discriminatory)-predict indicators of welcoming among U.S.-born and immigrant groups. Analyzing a new survey of U.S.-born groups (whites and blacks) and immigrant groups (Mexicans and Indians) from the Atlanta and Philadelphia metropolitan areas (total N = 2,006), we examine welcoming as a key dimension of social integration. Along with reporting their contact experiences, survey respondents indicated the extent to which they are inclined to welcome and feel welcomed by each of the other groups. Results consistently demonstrated that greater contact frequency predicted greater tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed by each of the other groups. These effects persisted even when demographic characteristics, perceived discrimination, and exposure are included as predictors in the models. Findings also suggested that racial and nativity hierarchies shape how perceived discrimination predicts welcoming others and feeling welcomed by others.
that receive them-how they interact and engage with one another in their everyday lives-are vital because such dynamics can set the tone for future social relations and have key consequences for immigrant integration (Fussell 2014) .
Nonetheless, to date, few research studies have adopted this relational lens to study social integration among immigrants to the United States and the U.S.-born. Studies have traditionally focused on broad ''contexts of reception''-the ways in which governmental policies, labor markets, and other key social institutions affect how immigrants become incorporated into American society (Portes and Rumbaut [1990] 2014). Such research clarifies how, for example, hostile receptions by educational, legal, and health care systems can hinder the social and economic progress of some immigrants (Bean et al. 2015; Marrow and Joseph 2015; Massey and Sánchez 2010) . Yet given recent growth in local initiatives designed to welcome immigrants throughout the United States (see Welcoming America 2017), more work is needed to understand the ways in which immigrants also engage with and may even feel welcomed by people they encounter in their social environments.
Studies that do examine ''contexts of reception'' at an individual level have tended to focus on anti-immigrant attitudes and behaviors among members of the host society (Citrin et al. 1997; Espenshade and Hempstead 1996; Fetzer 2000; Segovia and Defever 2010; Valentino, Brader, and Jardina 2013) . Only rare empirical examples have considered factors that may lead members of receiving communities to welcome immigrants and promote their successful integration (Okamoto and Ebert 2016; Phelps et al. 2013) , and even these studies have yet to examine immigrants' perspectives. Thus, missing from the literature are insights about how U.S.-born and immigrant groups experience relations with one another-specifically, their willingness to welcome each other and the extent to which they feel welcomed by each other.
Analyzing a new survey on immigrantnative relations, the present research builds on prior work by examining welcoming as a key dimension of social integration among members of immigrant and U.S.-born communities. Extending beyond prior studies that focus only on native attitudes toward immigrant newcomers, we investigate how contact experiences among U.S.-born and immigrant groups shape welcoming attitudes toward one another and how these patterns might differ by race and nativity status. Our unique data set captures responses from members of racial majority and minority U.S.-born groups as well as high-and low-status immigrant groups in Atlanta and Philadelphia-two metropolitan areas with long-standing racialized dynamics between blacks and whites that are transforming with new waves of immigration.
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Numerous studies have examined attitudes toward immigrants among members of host societies (see Ceobanu and Escandell 2010) , and a range of attitudes exist in the general U.S. population (Muste 2013) . Some Americans hold exclusionary attitudes toward immigrants, and factors such as perceived economic competition and cultural threat can exacerbate anti-immigrant attitudes (Fussell 2014; Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014; Masuoka and Junn 2013; NASEM 2015) .
Less attention has been granted to factors that predict more inclusive attitudes toward immigrants (see Haubert and Fussell 2006) . We extend this body of research by examining indicators of welcoming, in line with emerging work that demonstrates how welcoming attitudes and behaviors play key roles in facilitating downstream immigrant integration processes and outcomes (see Fussell 2014; Jones-Correa 2011) . Policies and institutions can signal inclusion and exclusion, thereby shaping the ways in which immigrants become incorporated into host societies (Bloemraad 2006; de Graauw 2016) .
Recent studies have increasingly shifted attention toward interactions occurring within institutions, emphasizing the importance of feeling welcomed and included in institutional contexts (Gast and Okamoto 2016; Huang and Liu 2017; Mallet, Calvo, and Waters 2017; Williams 2015) . Such studies suggest that welcoming attitudes can bolster immigrants' incorporation outcomes both symbolically and materially. New government policies and official events have also been established in cities across the United States to highlight the value of welcoming immigrants into one's community (see Jones-Correa 2011; Welcoming America 2017) .
Related work also indicates that members of host societies are more likely to have inclusive attitudes as they develop social attachments to immigrants. Although members of host societies may express negative attitudes toward immigrants as their presence grows (Enos 2014; Hopkins 2010) , numerous studies from North America and Europe indicate that having personal contact with immigrants can yield positive attitudes toward immigrants and immigrant communities (Dixon 2006; Ellison, Shin, and Leal 2011; Kiehne and Ayon 2016; McLaren 2003; Pettigrew et al. 2007 ). These findings complement decades of research indicating that contact-defined as faceto-face interactions between members of different groups-can meaningfully contribute to improving intergroup attitudes (Pettigrew and Tropp 2011) , especially when the contact is friendly and cooperative in nature (Allport 1954; Cook 1978) . Such salutary effects of contact with immigrants emerge beyond any contextual effects resulting from greater exposure to immigrants as they make up larger proportions of the population (Pettigrew, Wagner, and Christ 2010; Savelkoul et al. 2015; Wagner et al. 2006) . Moreover, contact is often used as a strategy to build connections between immigrant and U.S.-born communities and enhance immigrant integration (Bergmann 2016 ). As such, we expect that greater intergroup contact will generally predict greater tendencies to welcome immigrants among the U.S.-born.
At the same time, intergroup researchers acknowledge that contact experiences are not always positive and that negative forces can adversely affect the course of relations between groups (Dixon 2006; Pettigrew and Tropp 2011; Wagner and Hewstone 2012) . Thus, researchers have begun to distinguish between positive and negative qualities of contact to gain a deeper understanding of how contact affects intergroup relations (Hayward et al. 2017; Pettigrew and Hewstone 2017) . This work suggests that negative contact experiences may have stronger effects on intergroup attitudes and behaviors than positive contact experiences (Barlow et al. 2012) . Nonetheless, people typically experience more positive intergroup encounters than negative ones, such that the effects of positive contact often outweigh the effects of negative contact by occurring more frequently (Graf, Paolini, and Rubin 2014; Hayward et al. 2017) . Moreover, prior positive contact often serves as a buffer against the impact of negative contact between groups . We therefore expect that greater contact-and particularly qualitatively positive contact-will predict greater inclinations to welcome immigrants among the U.S.-born, even considering any negative intergroup experiences they may report.
We further recognize that inclinations to welcome others are likely to be shaped by existing racial and nativity hierarchies. Indeed, studies from the United States and elsewhere show that contact differentially affects the intergroup attitudes of racial and ethnic minority and majority groups (Binder et al. 2009; Sidanius et al. 2008; Tropp and Pettigrew 2005) . Still, studies of racial stratification in the United States have traditionally granted primacy to the black-white dichotomy (Bonilla-Silva 1997) . For instance, given their lower status position in the U.S. racial hierarchy, black Americans tend to report more negative interracial contact (Stephan et al. 2002) and perceive more racial discrimination than white Americans (Pew Research Center 2016), which can undermine the positive effects of contact on blacks' interracial attitudes (Tropp 2007) .
More complex conceptualizations of racial hierarchies, such as those that characterize relations among multiple racial and ethnic groups in the United States (Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Bonilla-Silva and Glover 2004) , offer more nuance regarding the role that perceived discrimination may play in welcoming processes. For example, whites' privileged status relative to blacks, Latinos, and Asians might lead us to expect that perceived discrimination from whites would have greater effects on how welcome immigrant and minority groups feel than would perceived discrimination from other nonwhite groups in the racial hierarchy.
Other expansive conceptualizations such as the racial triangulation framework (Kim 1999 ) encourage us to recognize status dimensions associated with being an ''insider'' or ''outsider'' in U.S.
society. This framework asserts that insider-outsider status operates on a separate axis from skin tone and socioeconomic status while setting the racial positioning of immigrant-origin minority groups within existing racial hierarchies. In line with this framework, perceptions of discrimination are often acute among Latinos and Mexican Americans (Massey and Sá nchez 2010) , and Indians and other South Asian immigrants are increasingly likely to be perceived as ''outsiders'' in the U.S. context (Mishra 2013) . Correspondingly, due to their outsider status, immigrant newcomers may be especially affected by discrimination from U.S.-born groups, such as whites and blacks, while being relatively unaffected by discrimination from other immigrant groups.
In the present research, we examine how qualities of intergroup contactincluding both discrimination and friendliness-shape tendencies to welcome others and feel welcomed by others among immigrant and U.S.-born communities who vary in racial and nativity status. We assess both aspects of welcoming among immigrants and the U.S.-born given that people may report willingness to engage with other groups at the same time as they have concerns about how they will be received (Shelton and Richeson 2006; Tropp and Bianchi 2006) .
We hypothesize that greater contact between groups will predict greater tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed by other groups among both immigrants and the U.S.-born. Moreover, we hypothesize that contact will further promote tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed when it is regarded as qualitatively friendly in nature. We also expect that these effects of contact will persist even when taking into account negative dimensions of intergroup encounters such as perceived discrimination. Additionally, we expect that perceived discrimination will play a greater role in predicting welcoming among groups who occupy lower status positions as compared to higher status positions in the U.S. racial and nativity hierarchies; in particular, we hypothesize that perceived discrimination from whites will be especially likely to predict feelings of being welcomed among immigrant and minority groups.
DATA AND METHODS
To examine how contact shapes welcoming among U.S.-born and immigrant populations, we analyze a new data set based on a largely representative sample of U.S.-born blacks and whites and foreignborn Mexicans and Indians in the Atlanta and Philadelphia metropolitan areas. This data set is uniquely suited to address the present research goals as it: (a) includes assessments of intergroup contact and welcoming; (b) incorporates multiple indicators of intergroup contact, thereby allowing us to distinguish between dimensions of contact frequency and quality; and (c) assesses contact experiences and welcoming indicators among members of U.S.-born and immigrant groups that vary in racial and nativity status.
U.S.-born whites and blacks have been widely studied in the contact research literature (Pettigrew and Tropp 2011) , and they tend to vary on racial and socioeconomic dimensions that grant them higher and lower status, respectively, in U.S. society. For their part, Mexican and Indian immigrants also tend to vary in status on racial and socioeconomic dimensions. Mexicans are among the most vulnerable immigrant groups in the United States today. On the whole, they have lower levels of education and are employed in lower-skilled sectors of the economy; they also register low levels of English language proficiency and high levels of undocumented status (NASEM 2015; Telles and Ortiz 2008) . By contrast, foreign-born Indians are among the most highly educated immigrant groups, often employed in higher-skilled sectors of the economy and with considerable fluency in English (Leonard 2007; Portes and Rumbaut [1990] 2014). Thus, this data set offers an opportunity to test for the effects of contact frequency and quality using comparable surveys across differentially positioned immigrant and U.S.-born groups.
Using population estimates from the 2008 and 2010 American Community Survey (ACS), we selected the Philadelphia and Atlanta metropolitan areas as research sites as they are comparable in population size and both have racialized black-white histories and more than 50,000 immigrant arrivals from the two largest immigrant source countries to the United States (Mexico and India). Telephone interviews were conducted in English and Spanish for Mexican respondents and in English for respondents from the other three groups during the summer of 2013.
1 Using the entire Philadelphia and Atlanta metropolitan areas for our sampling frame, U.S.-born white and black samples were drawn through random digit dialing of landlines and cell phone numbers to randomize selection of respondents, in conjunction with an oversampling of high-density census tracts, based on ACS block grouplevel estimates of where blacks live. The survey employed a stratified sampling design for the Mexican and Indian foreign-born samples, drawing a random sample from cell phone lists as well as 1 Based on 2015 U.S. census estimates, approximately 75 percent of the Indian immigrant population uses English in the home or indicates that they speak English ''very well.'' Our Indian sample was drawn from those residing in the Atlanta or Philadelphia metropolitan areas who meet these criteria. surname dictionaries, in conjunction with an oversampling of high-density census tracts based on ACS block group-level estimates of where Mexican and Indian immigrants live as well as some face-toface survey administration to subsamples of Mexican and Indian immigrants. We employed quotas by age and gender to ensure that our samples would not be heavily skewed on these dimensions across groups. Through these procedures, we obtained largely representative samples of respondents from the four groups.
To be eligible for participation, survey respondents had to be at least 18 years old and residing in either the Philadelphia or Atlanta metropolitan area at the time they were called. Survey respondents who identified as white or black had to indicate that they were born in the United States, and survey respondents who identified as Mexican or Indian had to indicate that they were born in Mexico or India, respectively. All together, 2,006 individuals-including 503 U.S.-born whites, 502 U.S.-born blacks, 500 Mexican immigrants, and 501 Indian immigrants-responded to the survey, with half of each sample coming from each of the two metropolitan areas.
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MEASURES
Survey respondents completed questions about contact and welcoming in relation to each of the other U.S.-born and immigrant groups.
Contact Frequency
Three separate items assessed respondents' contact frequency in relation to each of the other groups by asking how often they ''interact with [whites/blacks/ immigrants from Mexico/immigrants from India]'' across three social spaces, including ''at your job'' (workplace), ''around your home or in your neighborhood'' (neighborhood), and ''outside of your neighborhood'' such as ''at restaurants, stores, and malls'' (public spaces). Responses to these items ranged from 0 (never) to 3 (often); these responses were summed to create overall measures of contact frequency across social spaces for respondents from each group in relation to each of the other groups.
Contact Quality
Contact quality was assessed in two ways. First, those respondents who reported some degree of contact with the specified group were asked about the friendliness of contact with that group across the three social spaces; specifically, ''when you interact with [whites/blacks/ immigrants from Mexico/immigrants from India] [at work/around your home or in your neighborhood/at restaurants, stores, and malls], does the contact with them generally feel . . . '' with responses ranging from -2 (very unfriendly) to 12 (very friendly). Responses to these items were averaged to create a composite measure of contact friendliness across social spaces for respondents from each group in relation to each of the other groups. Internal consistency for these composite 2 To fulfill quotas by age and gender, 200 Mexican immigrants and 48 Indian immigrants completed the surveys through face-to-face interviews rather than by telephone. Mexicans and Indians who completed surveys through face-toface interviews tended to be younger, more likely to be employed, and less likely to be homeowners than the remaining immigrant respondents; additionally, among those who completed surveys through face-to-face interviews, Mexicans were more likely and Indians less likely to be highly educated and male.
3 The survey achieved a response rate of 20 percent for all households with whom contact was made and a cooperation rate of 90 percent for all respondents contacted who met our eligibility criteria (see American Association for Public Opinion Research 2008). measures was evaluated using the congeneric confirmatory factor analysis-based model of scale reliability (Graham 2006; Raykov 1997) . 4 Specifically, scale reliability was calculated using coefficient omega (v) with a 95 percent bias-corrected bootstrap (BC) confidence interval (Raykov 1997 Responses to these items ranged from 0 (never) to 3 (often).
Generally, correlations between the welcoming and feeling welcomed items were moderate among whites (.42-.44 in relation to blacks, Mexicans, and Indians), blacks (.25-.47 in relation to whites, Mexicans, and Indians), Mexicans (.51-.53 in relation to whites, blacks, and Indians), and Indians (.55-.58 in relation to whites, blacks, and Mexicans). These items are analyzed as separate outcomes in subsequent data analysis.
Exposure
In addition, indices of exposure were calculated for respondents from each group 4 Congeneric model reliability estimates can be interpreted in the same manner as Cronbach's alpha (a); however, because the congeneric model does not assume tau equivalence or parallel measures, it is a more optimal estimate of scale reliability than a (Raykov 1997).
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The bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval is preferred over normal theory confidence intervals (based on model estimate standard errors) because it shifts the confidence intervals so that the median is the sample estimate (Padilla and Divers 2013). 6 Not all respondents who reported having contact with a specified group indicated that they had contact in all three social spaces. Given that estimates of internal consistency can be influenced by sample size (Shevlin et al. 2000) , we conducted supplemental pairwise correlations to show correspondence in contact friendliness scores for respondents from each group in relation to each other group across the three social spaces (workplace, neighborhood, public spaces). Correlations among the contact friendliness items were .34-.44, .40-.47, and .24-.38 for whites in relation to blacks, Mexicans, and Indians, respectively. Correlations among these items were .33-.45, .36-.55, and .47-.58 for blacks in relation to whites, Mexicans, and Indians, respectively. Correlations among the contact friendliness items were .60-.62, .48-.58, and .42-.50 for Mexicans in relation to whites, blacks, and Indians, respectively, and correlations among these items were .44-.56, .45-.51, and .55-.64 for Indians in relation to whites, blacks, and Mexicans, respectively. in relation to each of the other groups. Exposure indices can be interpreted as the probability that members of one group would encounter members of another, specified group; they take into account the relative size of the groups being considered, and as such, exposure indices for any two groups should not be interchanged, provided that the size of the two groups differs (Massey and Denton 1988) . Exposure indices were calculated at the metropolitan area level to capture a geographical area comparable to that encompassed by the contact measures, with possible values ranging from 0 to 1. We include indices of exposure to test whether the effects of contact frequency and quality on welcoming hold while controlling for the probability that members of each group would encounter each other. 
Demographic Characteristics
In addition to reporting their age, racial and ethnic background, place of residence, and birthplace, respondents were asked to report their gender and political ideology as well as level of education, employment status, and whether they owned their home as indicators of socioeconomic status. Sample characteristics are summarized for respondents from each group in Table 1 .
RESULTS
Before conducting our main analyses, we tested for potential group differences in socioeconomic status to examine whether our samples of U.S.-born and immigrant groups varied in ways that were consistent with patterns shown in prior research. A one-way analysis of variance showed significant group differences in levels of education, F(3, 1916) = 535.79, p \ .001; Tukey post hoc comparisons indicated that, on average, Indian respondents reported higher levels of education (M = 5.25) than white and black respondents (M = 4.48 and 4.10, respectively, p \ .001), and Mexicans reported lower levels of education than respondents from the three other groups (M = 2.49, p \ .001). Logistic regression also showed significant differences in homeownership and employment status across the groups. While white and Indian respondents did not significantly differ in rates of homeownership (b = -.16, Wald x 
Group Comparisons on Contact Measures
Using one-way repeated measures analyses of variance, we compared levels of contact frequency, friendliness, and discrimination among respondents from each group in relation to each other group; results from these analyses, including mean scores and post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction, are summarized in Table 2 .
Of particular interest, whites and blacks reported having more contact with each other than with either immigrant group, and both Mexicans and Indians reported significantly more contact with whites and blacks than with each 7 Given that calculating exposure at the metropolitan area level limits its variability, supplementary analyses were conducted using exposure indices calculated at the county level. Nearly identical results were obtained regardless of whether county or metro area indices of exposure were used.
other. Whites and blacks also report more friendly contact and perceive greater discrimination in relation to each other than in relation to the immigrant groups. Additionally, mean scores indicated that reports of friendly contact were relatively common, whereas reports of discrimination were relatively uncommon.
Predicting Welcoming Indicators
Correlations between scores on the contact frequency, friendliness, discrimination, and welcoming measures were conducted separately for each group, including U.S.-born whites and blacks (Table 3) and Mexican and Indian immigrants (Table 4) . 8 It should be noted that respondents from each group were asked to complete measures of contact frequency and friendliness, discrimination, and welcoming in relation to the other three groups under study and not in relation to their own group. Thus, certain rows and columns of Tables 3 and  4 are intentionally left blank where there are no responses available from .54
By Indians (Ind)
Note: Correlations for Mexican respondents appear above the diagonal, and correlations for Indian respondents appear below the diagonal. Correlations highlighted in bold are significant at the .05 level (two-tailed).
the specified group to be correlated-for example, among white respondents for variables assessing contact and welcoming in relation to white respondents and among black respondents for variables assessing contact and welcoming in relation to black respondents. Overall, correlations between scores on contact frequency, friendliness, and discrimination measures were low to moderate in magnitude for respondents from each group in relation to each other group. Contact frequency, friendliness, and discrimination-along with demographic indicators and the exposure index-were therefore entered as distinct predictors for the welcoming indicators in a series of regression models.
Separate ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analyses were conducted to predict welcoming others and feeling welcomed for respondents from each group in relation to each other group, with predictor variables entered in two steps. Contact frequency and outgroup exposure along with demographic controls (age, gender, political ideology, level of education, homeownership, employment status 9 ) were entered as predictors at Step 1 (S1). This procedure allowed us to test how contact frequency uniquely predicts each welcoming indicator beyond what can be predicted by outgroup exposure and the demographic controls. Friendliness and discrimination were then entered at Step 2 (S2) to determine the degree to which these qualitative aspects of contact would further predict the welcoming indicators beyond contact frequency and other variables entered at the first step.
Because only those who reported having some contact frequency with a specified group responded to questions about contact quality, there are some missing cases when contact quality is included as a predictor in the regression models. We therefore conducted parallel regression analyses where only demographic variables, contact frequency, and exposure were entered as predictors for each welcoming indicator. The effects for contact frequency and exposure in these analyses were virtually identical to the effects observed in the analyses reported in the following paragraphs.
U.S.-born whites. At
Step 1 of the analysis for whites, we find that greater contact frequency consistently predicted greater welcoming of others and feeling welcomed by others in relation to blacks, Mexicans, and Indians (see Table 5 ); exposure did not significantly contribute to predicting these outcomes. At Step 2, more friendly contact further predicted welcoming and feeling welcomed by blacks, Mexicans, and Indians. This effect held even when perceived discrimination was included in the model. Perceived discrimination only predicted a lesser tendency to feel welcomed by blacks, Mexicans, and Indians as well as a lesser tendency to welcome blacks.
U.S.-born blacks. At
Step 1 of the analysis for blacks, greater contact frequency predicted greater tendencies to welcome and to feel welcomed by whites, Mexicans, and Indians (see Table 6 ). Exposure did not consistently predict these outcomes, and greater exposure to whites only predicted a lesser tendency to be welcoming toward whites.
10 At
Step 2, more friendly contact further predicted greater 9 Since many Mexicans completed the survey in Spanish (n = 386) rather than in English (n = 114), preferred language of interview (0 = Spanish, 1 = English) was added as a control variable when analyzing data for Mexican respondents. We also control for mode of interview (0 = telephone interview, 1 = face-to-face interview) among both immigrant samples to account for potential differences associated with survey administration.
10 Greater exposure to whites did not significantly predict willingness to welcome whites when the county-level exposure index was used (b = .06, t = 1.11, p = .27). inclinations to welcome and to feel welcomed by whites, Mexicans, and Indians. By contrast, perceived discrimination only predicted a lesser tendency to feel welcomed by whites.
Mexican immigrants. At
Step 1 of the analysis for Mexicans, greater contact frequency predicted greater tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed by whites, blacks, and Indians (see Table 7 ). Again, we find that exposure did not significantly predict these outcomes. At Step 2, more friendly contact further predicted a tendency to welcome and feel welcomed by whites, blacks, and Indians.
11 Additionally, perceived discrimination only predicted a lesser tendency to feel welcomed by whites and blacks.
Indian immigrants. At
Step 1 of the analysis for Indians, greater contact frequency predicted greater welcoming of others and feeling welcomed by others in relation to whites, blacks, and Mexicans, yet exposure did not significantly predict these outcomes (see Table 8 ). At Step 2, more friendly contact further predicted tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed by whites, blacks, and Mexicans. Perceived discrimination only predicted a lesser tendency to feel welcomed by whites.
In sum, across all four samples, we consistently find that greater contact frequency predicts greater tendencies to welcome others and feel welcomed by others, and these tendencies are enhanced further when the contact is regarded as friendly in nature. Like other survey studies of contact, it is possible that self-selection could be playing a role (cf. Dixon 2006; Powers and Ellison 1995) such that those who are more open to cross-group interactions may be more likely to engage in contact. Alternatively, although people may be willing to interact with other groups, they may resist doing so for fear of being rejected (e.g., Shelton and Richeson 2006) . We therefore conducted two additional tests to account for the role that associations between welcoming others and feeling welcomed might play.
First, we estimated supplementary models predicting welcoming others while including the relevant feeling welcomed by others variable as an additional control in our models. It could be, for example, that those who perceive members of other groups to be open to cross-group interactions are more likely to report willingness to engage in intergroup contact (e.g., Tropp and Bianchi 2006) ; thus, we sought to control for the extent to which respondents felt welcomed by others when predicting their own willingness to welcome others. The results were strikingly similar to our main analyses: greater contact frequency predicted greater inclinations to welcome each of the other groups even when controlling for the extent to which respondents felt welcomed by the other group in question. As shown in Table 5 , contact frequency uniquely predicted Mexicans' feeling welcomed by Indians at Step 1 of the analysis; however, when contact friendliness was entered at Step 2, exposure and contact friendliness emerged as significant predictors of feeling welcomed by Indians, while contact frequency was no longer significant.
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To further control for self-selection into contact, it would have been ideal to include a traditional measure of racial prejudice as a statistical control. Our survey did not include such a measure but did ask whites and blacks about their attitudes toward the number of immigrants in their metropolitan area. Response options were coded as 1 (not too many), 2 (a lot but not too many), or 3 (too many) so that higher scores indicated stronger anti-immigrant attitudes. Initial correlations revealed that antiimmigrant attitudes were modestly and inversely correlated with the welcoming indicators (rs ranged between -.24 and -.29 among whites and between -.05 and -.22 among blacks). We then included this measure as an additional control in models predicting welcoming others and feeling welcomed among whites and blacks in relation to each of the other groups. Consistently, the effects of contact frequency and quality remained significant and positive among both blacks and whites, bolstering our confidence in our main results. .05
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.12 Second, we used structural equation modeling (SEM) to estimate models that would allow us to correlate errors for the welcoming indicators. In separate models for each respondent group, we simultaneously tested how contact frequency, friendliness, and discrimination would predict the welcoming indicators in relation to all other groups while allowing errors to be correlated in relation to each target group (e.g., among white respondents, correlating errors pertaining to welcoming blacks and feeling welcomed by blacks) and across each welcoming indicator (e.g., among white respondents, correlating errors pertaining to feeling welcomed by blacks, Mexicans, and Indians). 13 Our results from the SEM analyses were identical to those from the regression models reported previously in terms of the effects of contact frequency and friendliness.
14 In every case, contact frequency (bs = .15-.34, p \ .001) and contact friendliness ( bs = .09-.34, ps from \.01 to \.001) both predicted greater tendencies to welcome others and feel welcomed by others. Consistent with results from the regression models, whites' perceptions of discrimination predicted a lesser tendency to welcome blacks (b = -.08, p \ .05) and lesser feelings of being welcomed by blacks and Indians (b = -.24 and -.13, p \ .001) and Mexicans (b = -.08, p \ .01). Also, perceived discrimination from whites predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed by whites among blacks and Indians (b = -.14 and -.18, p \ .001) and marginally among Mexicans (b = -.07, p = .08). In contrast to findings from the regression models, however, SEM results showed that in addition to the effects of perceived discrimination from whites, blacks' perceptions of discrimination from Indians predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed by Indians (b = -.10, p \ .01), whereas Indians' perceptions of discrimination by blacks predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed by blacks (b = -.10, p \ .01).
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Our research examines how intergroup contact-both its frequency and quality-shapes welcoming processes among groups who vary in racial and nativity status. In line with our hypotheses, we found that greater frequency of contact predicted greater tendencies to welcome and feel welcomed by other groups regardless of nativity and race. These patterns were consistent for respondents from each U.S.-born and immigrant group and in relation to each of the other U.S.-born and immigrant groups studied. Furthermore, as hypothesized, these encouraging tendencies were enhanced when respondents rated the quality of their contact as friendly, and they persisted when controlling for demographic indicators as well as perceived discrimination by and exposure to the group in question.
These findings are particularly notable because they emerged in the racially 13 We also allowed the contact indicators to covary, given robust correlations between respondents' reports of contact frequency (.43-.70, p \ .001), friendliness (.38-.77, p \ .001), and discrimination (.33-.65, p \ .001) in relation to all other groups. The measures of contact frequency (sum) and friendliness (mean) were treated as observed variables in structural equation modeling (SEM) so that measurement of these concepts would be equivalent to those used in the regression analyses. Logan and Stults 2011) . We found varied levels of contact across groups, with U.S.-born whites and blacks reporting considerable contact with each other and Mexican and Indian immigrants reporting more limited contact with each other than with U.S.-born whites and blacks. Yet despite group differences in levels of contact, we observe robust associations between contact frequency and the welcoming indicators for all groups in relation to one another. 15 Also, respondents from all four groups typically reported friendly contact; and although Mexicans reported lower levels of contact friendliness overall, greater contact friendliness still predicted their greater tendency to welcome and feel welcomed by each of the other groups. The consistent, positive effects of frequent and friendly contact across groups with different status positions are striking and somewhat unexpected given other work showing that positive contact effects are often weaker among members of lower status minority groups as compared to among higher status majority groups (Binder et al. 2009; Tropp and Pettigrew 2005) . Nonetheless, complementing a long tradition of research on intergroup contact (Pettigrew and Tropp 2011) , our findings strongly suggest that frequent and friendly contact experiences can facilitate processes of social integration. We also note that intergroup exposure was not a consistent predictor of the welcoming indicators, which highlights the importance of distinguishing between having groups represented in one's social environment (which may afford opportunities for contact) and having actual interaction with members of those groups (Dixon 2006; Pettigrew et al. 2010) .
As hypothesized, and in line with conceptual models highlighting whites' privileged status within the racial hierarchy (Bonilla-Silva and Glover 2004), perceived discrimination from whites consistently predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed among blacks, Mexicans, and Indians. We also considered how outsider status might further shape the role that perceived discrimination could play (Kim 1999) ; here, we observed mixed findings across groups and different sets of analyses. For instance, while the regressions and SEM models both revealed that perceived discrimination from whites predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed among blacks and Indians, SEM results also revealed that perceived discrimination from Indians predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed among blacks and perceived discrimination from blacks predicted lesser feelings of being welcomed among Indians. Although these patterns should be interpreted with caution, they suggest different ways in which racial and nativity hierarchies may shape perceptions and effects of discrimination among immigrant and minority groups. As an example, it could be that Indians are especially attuned to discrimination from U.S.-born groups, such as whites and blacks, due to their outsider status as immigrants (Kim 1999) ; at the same time, blacks, as an historically disadvantaged racial minority group, may be especially attuned to discrimination from groups perceived to have higher status in the racial hierarchy, such as whites who constitute the racial majority group and Indians who are often perceived to occupy a position as ''honorary whites'' (Bonilla-Silva and Glover 2004). Future research should continue to examine the ways in which immigrant and minority groups may differentially conceive of their status positions and correspondingly, how and why they are likely to be affected by discrimination within existing racial and nativity hierarchies.
Interestingly, and distinct from our hypotheses, whites were the only group for whom perceptions of discrimination from blacks, Mexicans, and Indians predicted lower feelings of being welcomed by each of these groups. Still, these results are consistent with models of group position (Blumer 1958; Sampson and Bobo 2014) , which propose that members of dominant racial groups will seek to protect their privileged position and be wary of subordinate groups that appear to challenge the racial hierarchy. Additionally, whites' perceptions of discrimination from blacks predicted not only lesser feelings of being welcomed by blacks but less willingness to welcome blacks into their communities. These patterns may reflect recent trends in the United States showing that many whites feel engaged in a zero-sum competition with blacks and perceive they are discriminated against to the same degree as blacks (Norton and Sommers 2011; Piacenza 2014) . Thus, our results indicate that group positions have the potential to shape the ways in which perceived discrimination affects welcoming processes among groups with high or low status in the U.S. racial and nativity hierarchies.
As evidenced by these findings, integration involves a relational process through which immigrants and the U.S.-born interact across a host of social arenas and from distinct status positions. Looking beyond how institutions and policies shape immigrant incorporation, we emphasize the importance of attending to relational dynamics between immigrants and the native born. Theories of immigrant integration would do well to consider further how people engage with one another as a key part of the integration process. Doing so would contribute a vital element to standard models, which typically focus on broader contexts and grant less attention to the effects of individuals' contact encounters. The effects of contact on feeling welcome and welcoming others-demonstrated in the analyses presented here-suggest that individuals' perceptions of reception are meaningfully shaped by their contact experiences. Future research should specify the kinds of behaviors people conceive of as welcoming and investigate linkages between broader social contexts and relational dynamics between groups to clarify how a sense of welcoming can transform patterns of social integration among immigrants and the U.S.-born. Such research may also provide useful insights about how and under what conditions everyday contact experiences may cultivate deeper and lasting ties across group lines, such as those afforded by cross-group friendships (Davies et al. 2011) . From a policy perspective, cities and organizations should be encouraged to continue to follow the lead of others (see Jones-Correa 2011; Welcoming America 2017) by creating opportunities for interaction and communication among members of diverse groupseven in relatively segregated contexts-so that they can engage with one another, build meaningful relationships, and contribute to their mutually shared goals.
